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I try to describe the subjective self as a process, a predicate, rather than a noun- and then point out that it's only 
to memories (daydreams) of past selves we refer when we speak of our egocentric self, rather than the singularity 
of experience and possibility we really are. When we focus on this concrete idea of an abstract process as 
identitive and having agency, our "anchor is away" in a self that is too confabulated to truly anchor us, and this 
urge to "anchor" is in fact a negative artifact of identifying with this self, that creativity is measured in "loosened 
grips" 

Yes, it appears that you focus on the moment to moment reality of "death and rebirth" of the self as often 
referred, that we hang on to only an analogous idea of ourself to some bygone former moment, one that is is 
more or less grounded in what was reality by the quality of our memories (stories and lies) (or simply, our mind). I 
sometimes think of the past as only existing as memories and thought forms, the future as a similar dream state 
extrapolated from those more or less 'accurate' memories, and time and the self and the present and maybe even 
deity to be somehow equivalent by merit of (at the least) their authenticity. I borrow a lot from eastern philosophy 
and yogic and \edic traditions, but am also specializing in philosophy of mind so I cannot help but consider 
phenomenology and intentionality (can there be a pure awareness or consciousness or self whose "aboutness" 
or intention is everything? focus in infinity is the implication, pure awareness with a requisite omniscience). That 
said, the psychological aspects you bring up are \«ry hard to separate from their philosophical -- existential - 
implications. In the freehand I sent you, I said (in between talking about depression) a bit about that. 

This house was M before it was empty, and I rearrange over and over and empty out and start up 
again. There's a reflection, a ghost of the last arrangement of course. I am only a product of "my" 
environment. Each new presentation is fresh and complete, but they are perennial and must die off 
eventually. Flowers that I hope bloom fuller each year are pruned and enjoyed for a time by the parts of 
the part that is me, and then they void their tenure. 

Although whatever it is I call depression seems to be shucking away parts of myself, I recognize that as a 
predicate, i ha\« been torn down and rebuilt countless times before. The "ghost" of the past informs our (often 
less-than) conscious process of incessant "redecoration," although foolishly we often mistake the decorations for 
the home 

No mourning should come before that night, lest the morning come and reinforce the delusion. I am here. I 
am now. Equal signs, not name tags: equivalent and indistinguishable. Get a grip before your last light slips 
away. 

We should not be sad at the thought of death, therefore, lest we get psychologically trapped in the arbitrary 
nature of our phenomenological waking moments. I AM now, not in name but actually. This process of realization 
is perhaps the correct way to die- buddha posited that once we have freed ourselves from all desire and a\«rsion 
(which share their root in judgment) we might shed our need for an ego-center (be it body, or dream-body, or 
simply a limited perspective) and transcend to a level of pure existence, undifferentiated being. 
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Here is something I struggle with, that I believe i was shown a taste of the answer to last night. A great 
undercurrent of my thoughts over the past few months is the difference between knowing (syntactic knowledge, 
logical conclusions, etc) and understanding (the semantic content of experience, regardless of how unreliable 
memory is, there is [to borrow an example from western philosophy of mind] there is something gained beyond 
every quantitative piece of data regarding the color red you may have fed a given individual once they see it for 
themselves- they have experienced redness, they no longer only know red, they understand it). Understanding is 
translated into knowledge when it is attempted to be communicated through symbols, there is a mental 
placeholder for the concept of red that is superceded completely in light of a transcendent subjective experience. 
If consciousness has such causal efficacy in determining the mental makeup of a self, then psychology and 
philosophy (and cognitive science and their NCCs) are unequipped to handle any such questions on their own. I 
believe that a major setback for the understanding of the brain and mind is the arbitrary "separation of powers" 
that occurs in the stratification of academic disciplines, which must be premature given the lack of evidence for 
its necessity - perpetuated by the very incoherence that slows progress and cooperation. Instead of ranting 
about interdisciplinary incoherence, I'll attach a paper I wrote on the subject using consciousness as a case 
study that you're more than welcome to ignore. 
End Digression 

Anyways, in the case of (lets lump our ideas together, and pretend the differences in focus are an artifact of the 
influence of said academic gerrymandering) our questions, why is it we can have these (seemingly) profound 
thoughts and not be profoundly affected in conjunction? I believe this answer lies in the previous paragraph, and 
that a solution was found in the means of uncovering answers used by eastern sages especially. It is not enough 
to know that the self we experience is the product of 21 years of harmful thinking and psychological complexes 
driven by a fear that our misunderstanding of the nature of time, we must experience this other self. To do this, 
we must learn to quiet the superficial self in order to observe it in its resting state, in order to understand that 
good and evil and me and you and everything else are all made from the same moondust. I don't understand this, 
and I believe this is why the ascetic meditative traditions of the east arose. 


Another subcurrent, that I recall writing in my journal about a few times came to be when i was considering the 
fitzgerald "can't repeat the past" quote. This contrasted sharply with the idea that the past repeats itself, or more 
specifically, my inkling that there is no past at all but only a continuous state of "now" - that the nature of time 
as dimensional is a useful construct, a mathematical tool, but more of a mental construct that allows us the 
semantic capacity of reference. The wordplay then came to me, which I understand more and more I think, that 
"we can repeat the past (we are)" but we cannot repeat ourselves, because that self has already experienced the 
past. You can't have your cake and eat it too, so to speak. I think I left a lot of holes in that line of reasoning, I 
hope you fill them in. 

Existential entropy, as though to exist weren't the only thing at all Snuffed out like a blue-tongued pilot and 
still we claim to be. What's gone then? 
What is the nature of what I am, if I were still here sans everything I know? 

The day is drawing to an end and the darkness is closing in. A memory is a whisper from a phantom; I am 
an angel of light. 

A feeling of death and darkness, a memory is ephemeral and I am the devil that spreads them as truth. 

Flipping on the light just brings the details in focus. Let there be Light (because if you cannot see 
it then it's not really there). What is fear then? Blind acceptance. Periods and hypothetical questions; guilt. 
Unwilling to accept the present, you are presented an alternate narrative that lets you avoid it. Fear is the 

absolute, is the pages of every dictionary, is the autopsy report. 

consciousness is the light by which we see light at all, and its light make the details of reality inescapable 
ultimately. Fear is the refusal to see, it is deference, it is the need for explanations and words and categories and 
a reason you can understand in your limited perspective. Near is the need to name for fear of not being able to 
hold namelessness in your hand 
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Do it. Away with every last part of your identifying psyche. Go ahead and let The Other think that you 
exist as. Your body is your temple, and your sacrifice is your ego. Purity has never been anything more 
than the technical term for peace, and peace calls for all things in their time 
even war 

Never speak a word without forgetting it; admit that you don't believe in the past. 
" but that inevitably those beliefs will be trampled underfoot by a future self when it experiences conflicting 
evidence or knowledge. Growth, and what not." 

The greatest feat you will ever accomplish will be the construction of your mind — a nameless mechanical 

tribute to the chaotic masterpiece of nature. 
This is I believe the vehicle of whatever it is that is good for us to do during this "gross consciousness" stage 
of being 

• Patterns are the evidence of ultimate indivisible deity and the smoking gun beside 
the miserable corpse of a self-perpetuated individuality. 

I speak here of mathematics (see: music) and the indisputable "law of compensation" or "causality" (whatever 
requisites you might take causation to have) as the true contributors to what is individual about a person (the 
"liquid in the cup," remember?) 

• A mind is the most powerful manifestation of the authentic nature of reality by 
definition. 

■ All reality is mind(s). 

■ A mi nd can be made up of other mi nds, or a part of another. 

■ No part of a mind is less than the whole of the mind. 

• Some minds achieve consciousness by merit of their constituents. 

■ The opposite of consciousness is diversity. 

• As scope increases, diversity decreases. 

i 

I speak here of mind and consciousness as having a certain shape (consciousness is said to be illuminative and 
knowing, and so is phenomenological [or even epiphenomenological, depending on how much you think the 
metaphysical boundary exists], so "higher consciousness" is consciousness directed at a consciousness 
directed at something else (metacognition) and "pure consciousness" would be undifferentiated, although some 
reject the idea of other-illuminated consciousness, saying that it is self-illuminated, as a flashlight that wouldn't 
need an additional light to be seen). Word vomit haha. In other words, I use these ideas to describe mind as a 
system, in that we could be considered to have many mind working together as one mind, to be considered as a 
mind when me and you cooperate, and that a society or culture or business operate in the exact same 
psychological fashion of stimulus-analogy to mental construct (memory, similar situation, etc)- response, 
whether consciously or not so. Just as an organization (lets say a country) can operate inefficiently by assigning 
value to its constituents and fostering individuality and neglecting the institution of the state religion of patriotism, 
so also can the constituent parts of an individuals mind sabotage and hinder its efficiency. Also, just as a country 
often becomes unified and consistent in times of definitive purpose (war, natural disaster, economic collapse, 
etc.), so also can an individual's or groups mind because EFFICIENCY REQUIRES A PURPOSE. He who has a 
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why to live can stand almost any how. - Nietsche. No goal-oriented purpose is laid out for us often, but by 
choosing one we foster cooperation between the constituent parts of ourself. Note also that just as a severe 
crisis can divide and throw a group into chaos, so also can our minds degenerate in the absence of a strong 
sense of direction to not stray from in the first place. 

Note I say the opposite of consciousness is diversity. NOw forget that because you just pilled up and I'm hitting 
send 

Q Desegregating and Creating Coherence 


[Quoted text hidden] 
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